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Local Agencies 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LA1-1 Because the potential for geologic hazards to impact the project is summarized 

in preceding paragraphs in the Executive Summary and is discussed in detail 
in section 4.1.3, the referenced sentence has been removed from the 
Executive Summary. 
 
 
 

LA1-2 Table 4.1.2-1 has been revised to note that Whatcom County has designated 
Mineral Resource Land on both sides of Northwest’s existing right-of-way at 
MP 1482.2.  However, it should be noted that the proposed Sumas Loop would 
be located within Northwest’s existing permanent right-of-way, which already 
precludes surface mining at this location.   

LA1-3 The sentence regarding the abundance of sand and gravel deposits in the area 
has been removed from section 4.1.2 and the section has been revised to 
clarify that construction and operation of the proposed project would not 
significantly affect current or future mining operations in the region.  As 
discussed in section 4.1.2, 93 percent of the loops would be constructed within 
Northwest’s existing permanent right-of-way, which already precludes surface 
mining operations.  Northwest has not been contacted by the operator of the 
gravel pit at MP 1482.2 regarding any proposed expansion of this facility and 
has no plans to relocate its existing right-of-way in this area. 

 

LA1-2 

LA1-1 

LA1-3 
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LA1-4 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to include additional information regarding 

geologic conditions near the Everson Landslide and to document Northwest’s 
compliance with a Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for the Everson Landslide 
that was approved by Whatcom County.  The Monitoring and Mitigation Plan 
would continue to be implemented for the pipeline route near the Everson 
Landslide including submission of annual reports to Whatcom County. 
 
 
 
 

LA1-5 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to reflect that specific mitigation options for 
each landslide hazard area along the proposed loops are tabulated in the 
report titled Capacity Replacement Project Geohazards, Whatcom, Skagit, 
Snohomish, Pierce, and Thurston Counties, Washington (Golder, 2004b).5  
See also the response to comment LA1-4. 

LA1-6 Northwest indicated that it has had success, even in forested western 
Washington, in identifying landslides from aerial reconnaissance, particularly 
from helicopters.  An example includes the Vail Mountain Landslide in the 
southern Redmond District that was identified by aerial reconnaissance in 
1997 following the prolonged and intense rainfall of the 1996/1997 winter 
season.  Nevertheless, Northwest follows the guidelines outlined in Title 49 
CFR Part 192 and performs both aerial surveys and ground inspections of its 
pipeline right-of-way. 

LA1-7 See the responses to comments LA1-4 and LA1-5. 

 

                                                                  
5  This report is too voluminous to include in this EIS.  It is available for public inspection 

at the FERC’s Public Reference Room in Washington, DC (call (202) 502-8317 for 
instructions) and at the WDOE’s regional offices.  If you reside in Whatcom, Skagit, 
Snohomish, or King Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Northwest 
Regional Office in Bellevue by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (425) 649-
7190 or (425) 649-7239.  If you reside in Pierce, Thurston, Lewis, Cowlitz, or Clark 
Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Southwest Regional Office in 
Lacey by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (360) 407-6365. 

LA1-6 

LA1-5 

LA1-4 

LA1-3 
(cont’d) 

LA1-7 
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LA1-8 Thank you for your comment.  Section 4.5.4 has been revised to indicate that 

Northwest has revised its ECR Plan to incorporate the FERC staff’s 
recommendations included in the draft EIS and those of the county weed 
control departments.  Full-time third-party compliance monitors representing 
the FERC staff would be present on the construction spreads to monitor 
compliance with the project mitigation measures and requirements including 
the implementation of the measures in Northwest’s revised ECR Plan to 
prevent the spread of noxious weeds during construction (see section 2.5).   

 

LA1-8 
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LA2-1 The statement of compliance information presented in table 1.5-1 has been 

revised to clarify that Northwest would apply for and comply with all permit 
stipulations. 

LA2-2 Section 2.3.1 has been revised to state that the trench dewatering structure 
would be sized to handle the volume of water in the trench.  In accordance with 
the FERC staff’s Procedures, dewatering would occur in a manner that does 
not cause erosion and does not result in heavily silt-laden water flowing into 
any waterbody.  Furthermore, the WDOE does not allow any discharge that 
would increase a surface waterbody’s flow by more than 10 percent. 
Section 2.5 has been revised to indicate that, in addition to Northwest’s 
environmental inspection program, full-time third-party compliance monitors 
representing the FERC would be present on the construction spreads to 
monitor and document compliance with project mitigation measures and 
requirements.  During construction, the third-party compliance monitors would 
conduct daily ongoing inspections of construction activities and mitigation 
measures, including the monitoring of trench dewatering activities, to ensure 
that the dewatering structures are adequate to dissipate energy and filter the 
test water. 

 

LA2-2 

LA2-1 
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LA2-3 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 have been revised to state that the 

dewatering structures would be sized to handle the required volume of water. 
The discharge rate would be controlled to prevent the water from flowing over 
the top of the dewatering structures and becoming a point source discharge.  
Northwest is required to use energy dissipation devices and install sediment 
barriers, as necessary, to prevent erosion, streambed scour, suspension of 
sediments, or excessive streamflow.  In addition, Northwest may not discharge 
at such a rate as to cause flow in a surface waterbody to increase more than 
10 percent.  The dewatering structures would be located in upland areas at a 
significant distance from wetlands and waterbodies to promote infiltration and 
prevent sedimentation of wetlands, waterbodies, or other sensitive areas.  No 
test water would be discharged directly to waterbodies or wetlands.   

Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 have also been revised to clarify that all 
discharges would be conducted in accordance with the requirements for 
hydrostatic test water discharges included in Northwest’s NPDES Individual 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges that would be issued by the WDOE.  These 
revised sections state that WDOE staff would conduct field reviews of 
Northwest’s proposed hydrostatic test water discharge locations, as required, 
as part of the WDOE’s NPDES permit review process.  Based on this field 
review, modifications to the discharge locations would be made as necessary 
to ensure that the test water would infiltrate the ground before reaching 
sensitive areas.   

Section 2.5 has been revised to indicate that, in addition to Northwest’s 
environmental inspection program, full-time third-party compliance monitors 
representing the FERC would be present on the construction spreads to 
monitor and document compliance with project mitigation measures and 
requirements.  During construction, the third-party compliance monitors would 
conduct daily ongoing inspections of construction activities and mitigation 
measures, including the monitoring of hydrostatic test water discharge 
activities, to ensure that the dewatering structures are adequate to dissipate 
energy and filter the test water. 

LA2-4 Northwest’s permit applications to the county incorporate measures and 
procedures that were used and permitted by the county during other recent 
Northwest projects.  In addition, Northwest has applied for and must obtain 
before construction a section 401 Water Quality Certification from the WDOE 
as well as an NPDES Individual Permit for Stormwater Discharges from the 
WDOE.  Northwest would comply with the conditions/stipulations in each of 
these permits.  Compliance with these permits should satisfy the provision of 
the Snohomish County Code (SCC) (7.53), which states that a prohibited 
discharge: 

(1) causes or contributes to a violation of State Water Quality Standards; or 

(2) causes or contributes to a violation of any NPDES permit or State Waste 
Discharge permit issued to the county. 

In compliance with SCC 7.53.120, Northwest would utilize best management 
practices throughout construction of the project as provided in the ECR Plan  

LA2-3 

LA2-4 

LA2-5 

LA2-6 

LA2-7 

LA2-2 
(cont’d) 
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LA2-4 
(cont’d) 

specifically prepared for the Capacity Replacement Project and previously 
submitted to the county.  Northwest would also prepare a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan for construction in Snohomish County.  In addition, Northwest 
would comply with and implement the FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures.  See 
also the responses to comments LA2-23 and LA2-24. 

LA2-5 See the response to comment LA2-3. 

LA2-6 All six designated shoreline crossings were included in Northwest’s application 
as was clarified during the June 21, 2005 meeting between representatives of 
Snohomish County, Northwest, the FERC, the WDOE, and the WDFW.  At that 
meeting, the FERC was directed by Snohomish County to disregard this 
comment. 

LA2-7 Sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include a more detailed 
discussion of Northwest’s proposed waterbody crossing methods, the potential 
impacts of these waterbody crossing methods, and measures to minimize and 
compensate for unavoidable impacts on water resources.  Section 4.3.2.3 has 
been revised to provide the most current information regarding Northwest’s 
proposed Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings.  Appendix S contains the 
April 2005 draft of this plan.   

The revised section 4.3.2.3 includes the FERC staff’s recommendation that 
Northwest continue consultations with the applicable agencies and Native 
American tribes and file the final site-specific waterbody crossing plans and 
final Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings with the Secretary for the review 
and written approval of the Director of the OEP before construction at each 
applicable waterbody (see also mitigation measure number 17 in section 5.4).  
These final plans may incorporate new information that may become available 
as Northwest continues consultations with the COE, the WDOE, the WDFW, 
various county agencies, and Native American tribes.  The FWS and NOAA 
Fisheries may impose additional mitigation as well as part of their Biological 
Opinions (see section 4.7) that also should be included in Northwest’s 
Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings.  The FERC staff believes these 
continued consultations will result in the development of acceptable site-
specific crossing plans and mitigation requirements for the waterbodies that 
would be crossed by the Capacity Replacement Project.  Section 4.3.2.3 also 
explains how the public and other agencies can view the final plans once they 
are filed. 
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LA2-8 See the response to comment LA2-7. 

LA2-9 Table 4.3.2-6 has been revised to include the waterbodies in the 
unincorporated portions of Snohomish County that are designated shorelines 
of the state or provided protection under provisions of the Endangered Species 
Act.  Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to note the county’s objection to either 
open-cut or flume crossings of these waterbodies.   

See also the response to comment LA2-11. 

LA2-10 As discussed in section 4.3.2.3, the HDD method is a specialized crossing 
method that has the potential to avoid impacts on waterbodies but requires 
suitable geology, topography, and space (distance) to accommodate the 
bending radius of the pipe.  Ideally, an HDD design will have nearly 100 
percent probability of success; however, if a crossing location has unfavorable 
geology, topography, or both, the probability of success decreases or the HDD 
crossing method can become unfeasible.  The probability of success for an 
HDD is the result of evaluation by the design and construction team based on 
the conditions encountered at the site.  The crossing of the North Fork 
Stillaguamish River is estimated to have a 50 percent probability of success 
due to the topographic and geologic conditions at the crossing location.  The 
exit point on the north side of the river is approximately 80 feet higher in 
elevation than the entrance on the south side of the river.  The difference in 
elevation will result in the final approximately 475 feet of the HDD being 
unsupported by drilling fluids.  Compounding the difficulties due to the 
elevation difference between the entrance and exit points, the upper 50 vertical 
feet of soil at the exit consist of sandy gravel with cobbles.  These soils tend to 
be non-cohesive and, without support by drilling fluids, may collapse and cave 
into the HDD.  The conditions at the crossing location of the North Fork 
Stillaguamish River are documented in the report titled Capacity Replacement 
Project, HDD Geotechnical and Feasibility Assessment, Whatcom, Skagit, 
Snohomish, Pierce and Thurston Counties, Washington (Golder, 2004a).6  The 
crossing has been designed to maximum the likelihood of success given the 
conditions at the crossing location.  

Although the HDD of the North Fork Stillaguamish River has only a 50 percent 
chance of success, Northwest is willing to invest the resources to attempt the 
HDD.  The wet open-cut alternative is proposed only if the HDD cannot be 
completed.    The scour depth for the river is 7 to 9 feet in a 25-year flood 
event and 10 feet in a 100-year flood event.  If Northwest must install the pipe 
using the wet open-cut method, Northwest would make every effort to get 
below the scour depth provided major boulders or rock formations do not 

                                                                  
6  This report is too voluminous to include in this EIS.  It is available for public inspection 

at the FERC’s Public Reference Room in Washington, DC (call (202) 502-8317 for 
instructions) and at the WDOE’s regional offices.  If you reside in Whatcom, Skagit, 
Snohomish, or King Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Northwest 
Regional Office in Bellevue by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (425) 649-
7190 or (425) 649-7239.  If you reside in Pierce, Thurston, Lewis, Cowlitz, or Clark 
Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Southwest Regional Office in 
Lacey by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (360) 407-6365. 

LA2-8 

LA2-9 

LA2-10 

LA2-12 

LA2-7 
(cont’d) 

LA2-11 
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(cont’d) 

hinder excavation depth.  If rock formations are found during excavation, the 
assumption would be made that scour would not continue beyond that depth.  
Northwest would also install concrete-coated pipe for protection against both 
buoyancy and exposure. 

Section 4.3.2.3 contains a detailed discussion of the rationale for Northwest’s 
selection of the crossing methods and elimination of alternative methods, and 
a description of the mitigation measures that would be implemented to 
minimize and compensate for construction-related impacts.  Northwest’s 
proposed mitigation measures are also described in Appendix S. 

As noted in Appendix S, native woody species would be planted across the 
entire 75-foot-wide permanent easement and within 50 feet of the streambanks 
or channel migration zones at fish-bearing streams.  Where the land use does 
not support a full 50 feet, or landowner approval is denied, Northwest would 
plant the available space.  Species’ placement would be correlated to moisture 
regime requirements based on three categories of wet, moist, or dry ground.  
Faster growing native trees may be placed closest to the bank top to provide 
the most rapid canopy recovery possible that can shade and overhang the 
stream.  Plantings would conform to the FERC staff’s Procedures, which 
advise that trees exceeding 15 feet tall grow no closer than 15 feet to the 
pipeline.  By revegetating streambanks with riparian species, streambank 
stability would be enhanced over the long term and would provide for stream 
shading, sediment intercept, and input of detrital nutrients to the stream, all of 
which are key functions of riparian zones.  The FERC staff’s Procedures limit 
vegetation maintenance adjacent to waterbodies to allow development of a 
riparian vegetative strip.  Fish-bearing streams would also be enhanced by 
placement of spawning-sized gravel and LWD, as well as replacement of 
existing culverts impacted by construction with properly sized culverts per 
WDFW guidelines. 

Outside the 50-foot enhancement zone, restoration of the construction right-of-
way to within 150 feet from the ordinary high water mark would be conducted 
consistent with restoration measures approved for Northwest’s Machias 
Replacement and Everett Delta Projects.  Specifically, temporary extra 
workspaces affecting woody species would be replanted with suitable native 
stock and the permanent right-of-way would be restored with the 
recommended native seed mixes. 

LA2-11 As discussed in the response to comment LA2-10, the feasibility of an HDD is 
dependent on the geology and topography at the crossing location.  Typically, 
an HDD is not feasible in areas of glacial till or outwash interspersed with 
boulders and cobbles, fractured bedrock, or non-cohesive coarse sands and 
gravels.  These formations increase the likelihood that drilling would fail due to 
refusal of the drill bit; uncontrollable deflection of the drill bit by contact with 
random, inconsistent substrate (e.g., boulders); loss of drilling fluid through 
fractures or weak areas in the ground; or collapse of the drill hole in non-
cohesive, unstable substrate.  In addition to requiring suitable geologic 
conditions, the HDD method requires large temporary extra workspaces to 
prefabricate the pipeline string and to contain the drilling equipment, parking, 
and truck turn around area.  The HDD method also has the disadvantage of  
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continuous activity for days or weeks.  Moreover, the use of the HDD method to 
cross all waters of the state and all waters with listed species would greatly 
increase project costs.  For these reasons, the FERC staff does not believe all 
waters of the state and all waters with listed species should be crossed using the 
HDD method.   
Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to state that Northwest proposes to attempt an 
HDD crossing of the North Fork Stillaguamish River although the probability of 
success is 50 percent.  Because of the high likelihood of failure of an HDD 
crossing at Pilchuck Creek (75 percent), Northwest does not propose to attempt 
one.  Northwest proposes to cross the remaining waterbodies that are considered 
sensitive by Snohomish County using the flume method because the flume 
method is less destructive, construction occurs rapidly, the method is less risky, 
and the method is more economical.  Some of these waterbodies were 
successfully crossed using the flume method during other recent Northwest 
projects.  
Section 4.3.2.3 contains a detailed discussion of the rationale for Northwest’s 
selection of the crossing methods and elimination of alternative methods, and a 
description of the mitigation measures that would be implemented to minimize 
and compensate for construction-related impacts.  Northwest’s proposed 
mitigation measures are also described in Appendix S. 
See also the response to comment LA2-10 for additional description of 
Northwest’s proposed mitigation measures. 

LA2-12 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to state that WDFW and tribal biologists familiar 
with construction techniques and expected flows in Pilchuck Creek believe a 
flume crossing may be feasible and recommend that Pilchuck Creek be crossed 
using the flume method.  Northwest has stated that it would use the flume 
method if conditions are suitable at the time of construction.  Pilchuck Creek was 
one of the waterbodies included in the evaluation of scour and erosion potential 
that was conducted in the spring of 2004 and documented in the report titled 
Capacity Replacement Project, Stream Crossing Scour and Erosion Assessment, 
Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish, Pierce, and Thurston Counties, Washington 
(Golder, 2004c).7  Pilchuck Creek was evaluated as having a medium potential 
for scour.  As discussed in section 4.3.2.4, Northwest would increase the depth of 
cover where necessary to accommodate the potential for long-term scour and 
profile changes.  The depth of cover necessary to bury the pipeline below scour 
depth in Pilchuck Creek would be determined during detailed pipeline design 
using the information in the Golder scour and erosion assessment.  
Section 4.3.2.3 contains a detailed discussion of the rationale for Northwest’s 
selection of the crossing method for Pilchuck Creek and elimination of 

                                                                  
7  This report is too voluminous to include in this EIS.  It is available for public inspection 

at the FERC’s Public Reference Room in Washington, DC (call (202) 502-8317 for 
instructions) and at the WDOE’s regional offices.  If you reside in Whatcom, Skagit, 
Snohomish, or King Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Northwest 
Regional Office in Bellevue by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (425) 649-
7190 or (425) 649-7239.  If you reside in Pierce, Thurston, Lewis, Cowlitz, or Clark 
Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Southwest Regional Office in 
Lacey by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (360) 407-6365. 
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alternative methods.  Northwest states that the river is not wide enough to 
divert flow and the use of water bladders is precluded because of topography.  
Moreover, the use of bladders would require that the pipe be welded in the 
bottom of the creek, which is a safety issue.  A detailed description of the 
mitigation measures that would be implemented to minimize and compensate 
for construction-related impacts is included in section 4.3.2.3 and Appendix S.   

See also the response to comment LA2-10 for additional description of 
Northwest’s proposed mitigation measures. 
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LA2-13 See the response to comment LA2-12. 

LA2-14 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include a site-specific discussion of the 
downstream effects of suspended sediments at all five of the proposed or 
alternative wet open-cut crossings for the project (i.e., North Fork Nooksack, 
North Fork Stillaguamish, South Fork Stillaguamish, and Nisqually Rivers and 
Pilchuck Creek).  Section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to include additional 
information regarding impacts associated with sedimentation and turbidity.   

LA2-15 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 have been revised to state that the 
dewatering structures would be sized to handle the required volume of water. 
The discharge rate would be controlled to prevent the water from flowing over 
the top of the dewatering structures and becoming a point source discharge.  
Northwest is required to use energy dissipation devices and install sediment 
barriers, as necessary, to prevent erosion, streambed scour, suspension of 
sediments, or excessive streamflow.  In addition, Northwest may not discharge 
at such a rate as to cause flow in a surface waterbody to increase more than 
10 percent.  The dewatering structures would be located in upland areas at a 
significant distance from wetlands and waterbodies to promote infiltration and 
prevent sedimentation of wetlands, waterbodies, or other sensitive areas.  No 
test water would be discharged directly to waterbodies or wetlands.   

Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 have also been revised to clarify that all 
discharges would be conducted in accordance with the requirements for 
hydrostatic test water discharges included in Northwest’s NPDES Individual 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges that would be issued by the WDOE.  
Northwest would test for chlorine before discharge if required by its NPDES 
permit and no chlorinated water would be released into surface waters or 
wetlands.  These revised sections state that WDOE staff would conduct field 
reviews of Northwest’s proposed hydrostatic test water discharge locations, as 
required, as part of the WDOE’s NPDES permit review process.  Based on this 
field review, modifications to the discharge locations would be made as 
necessary to ensure that the test water would infiltrate the ground before 
reaching sensitive areas.   

Section 2.5 has been revised to indicate that, in addition to Northwest’s 
environmental inspection program, full-time third-party compliance monitors 
representing the FERC would be present on the construction spreads to 
monitor and document compliance with project mitigation measures and 
requirements.  During construction, the third-party compliance monitors would 
conduct daily ongoing inspections of construction activities and mitigation 
measures, including the monitoring of hydrostatic test water discharge 
activities, to ensure that the dewatering structures are adequate to dissipate 
energy and filter the test water. 

LA2-16 The FERC staff’s Procedures provides a mechanism to seal the trench to 
prevent the draining of perched wetlands.  Section 4.4.2 has been revised to 
include this information.  Native soil would be used as backfill material. 

LA2-17 Trench plugs consist of compacted or unexcavated spoil and are typically as 
permeable as the surrounding native soils and thus would not create a dam to 
restrict lateral flow of shallow groundwater across the pipeline path.  The 
trench plugs would consist of native soil. 

LA2-13 

LA2-14 

LA2-15 

LA2-16 

LA2-17 

LA2-18 

LA2-19 
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LA2-18 As discussed in sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.6.2.3, the probability of an inadvertent 

release of drilling mud or fluid (also referred to as a frac-out) is greatest when 
the drill bit is working near the surface (i.e., near entry and exit points).  
Northwest has designed the proposed HDDs so that areas of greatest risk to a 
potential inadvertent release are in upland areas, away from the water’s edge.  
The HDDs proposed as part of the Capacity Replacement Project are long, 
large diameter HDDs without a 100 percent certainty of success.  A bentonite-
based drilling mud is the only acceptable drilling fluid that can be used to 
maximize the probability of success of the HDDs.  Given the length and 
configuration of the proposed HDDs, suitable substitutes for bentonite are not 
available.  Northwest’s HDD Plan (see Appendix I) describes how drilling 
operations would be conducted and monitored to minimize the potential for 
inadvertent drilling mud releases and also includes procedures for cleanup of 
drilling mud releases and for sealing the hole if a HDD cannot be completed. 

In addition, section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to include additional information 
regarding the potential impacts of an inadvertent release of drilling mud on 
sensitive aquatic resources.   

As discussed in sections 2.3.2 and 4.6.2.3, all impact evaluations and 
decisions associated with a frac-out would be made in consultation with the 
applicable agencies. 

LA2-19 Sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include additional 
information on the downstream effects of sediment suspended during in-
stream construction activities.  A detailed description of the mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to minimize and compensate for 
construction-related impacts is included in section 4.3.2.3 and Appendix S.   

See also the response to comment LA2-10 for additional description of 
Northwest’s proposed mitigation measures.  
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LA2-20 Sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include additional 

information regarding impacts associated with sedimentation and turbidity.  A 
detailed description of the mitigation measures that would be implemented to 
minimize and compensate for construction-related impacts is included in 
section 4.3.2.3 and Appendix S.   

See also the response to comment LA2-10 for additional description of 
Northwest’s proposed mitigation measures. 

LA2-21 Northwest would identify all septic systems and other privately owned utilities 
within the proposed construction work area during discussions with individual 
landowners.  These features would be located and flagged during surveying 
and staking activities to prevent accidental damage during construction.  If 
privately owned utilities are damaged during excavation, they would be 
temporarily repaired the same day.  Final repairs would be done before 
backfilling the trench.  Northwest has indicated that it is in the process of 
negotiating construction stipulations with each affected landowner that legally 
bind both Northwest and the landowner to those stipulations.  Unforeseen 
damages would be resolved pursuant to the mitigating circumstances.  Before 
the end of construction, Northwest would contact the landowners to discuss 
the project and secure damage releases.  In the event of undetectable 
damages, Northwest’s easement agreement is binding upon Northwest to 
resolve demonstrated issues or problems.   

LA2-22 As discussed in section 4.9.4, where project construction crosses roads 
necessary for access to private residences and no alternative entrance exists, 
Northwest would implement measures (e.g., plating over the open portion of 
the trench) to maintain passage for landowners and emergency vehicles.  
Northwest would also place and maintain traffic control measures during 
construction such as flag persons, warning signs, lights, and barriers to ensure 
safety and minimize traffic congestion. 

LA2-23 The FERC staff’s Plan was developed in collaboration with other federal and 
state agencies and the natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the potential 
environmental impacts of the construction of pipeline projects in general.  Each 
time the Plan has been revised, the FERC staff has asked for public and 
agency input on potential modifications in the form of notices in the Federal 
Register and on the FERC Internet website.  The January 17, 2003 version of 
the Plan, which Northwest would follow, incorporates comments received over 
a period of 12 months from the natural gas pipeline industry, the public, and 
other agencies.  The intent of the FERC staff’s Plan is to assist applicants by 
identifying baseline mitigation measures for minimizing the extent and duration 
of disturbances on soils associated with projects under the FERC’s jurisdiction 
throughout the country.  Because these are standard guidelines issued by the 
FERC, the Plan cannot be changed on a project-specific basis.   

However, Northwest’s project-specific ECR Plan (see Appendix G), which 
incorporates many of the mitigation measures outlined in the FERC staff’s Plan 
and Procedures as well as agency-recommended revegetation and erosion 
control procedures, has been undergoing revision throughout the  

LA2-19 
(cont’d) 

LA2-20 

LA2-21 

LA2-22 

LA2-23 
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environmental review process for the project to address issues, concerns, and 
different guidelines identified by the various agencies.  It is likely that additional 
revisions to the ECR Plan would be made before construction as additional 
issues or permit conditions are identified.  In addition to the project-specific 
ECR Plan, various agencies (e.g., counties) may require Northwest to submit a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes specific and/or more 
stringent requirements that Northwest must adhere to for the portion of the 
project under their jurisdiction.  During the June 21, 2005 meeting between 
representatives of Snohomish County, Northwest, the FERC, the WDOE, and 
the WDFW, Northwest agreed to incorporate Snohomish County’s specific 
requirements into a county-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

Additional acknowledgement that state and local guidelines may be more 
stringent than the measures included in the FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures 
and/or proposed by Northwest, and that Northwest would be required to 
adhere to the most stringent of its permit conditions during construction and 
operation of the Capacity Replacement Project has been included in the EIS.  
In addition, section 2.5 has been revised to state that Northwest’s training for 
construction personnel would include instruction on the guidelines and 
standards adopted by other federal, state, and local regulatory agencies, some 
of which may be more stringent than the FERC requirements.  The revised 
section 2.5 also describes the third-party compliance monitoring program that 
would be implemented by the FERC during construction of the project.  Under 
this program, full-time third-party compliance monitors would be present on the 
construction spreads to monitor and document compliance with project 
mitigation measures and requirements.  These measures and requirements 
include those specified in federal, state, and local permits. 
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LA2-24 The FERC staff’s Procedures was developed in collaboration with other federal 

and state agencies and the natural gas pipeline industry to minimize the 
potential environmental impacts of the construction of pipeline projects in 
general.  Each time the Procedures has been revised, the FERC staff has 
asked for public and agency input on potential modifications in the form of 
notices in the Federal Register and on the FERC Internet website.  The 
January 17, 2003 version of the Procedures, which Northwest would follow, 
incorporates comments received over a period of 12 months from the natural 
gas pipeline industry, the public, and other agencies.  The intent of the FERC 
staff’s Procedures is to assist applicants by identifying baseline mitigation 
measures for minimizing the extent and duration of disturbances on wetlands 
and waterbodies associated with projects under the FERC’s jurisdiction 
throughout the country.  Because these are standard guidelines issued by the 
FERC, the Procedures cannot be changed on a project-specific basis.   

However, Northwest’s project-specific ECR Plan (see Appendix G), which 
incorporates many of the mitigation measures outlined in the FERC staff’s Plan 
and Procedures as well as agency-recommended revegetation and erosion 
control procedures, has been undergoing revision throughout the 
environmental review process for the project to address issues, concerns, and 
different guidelines identified by the various agencies.  It is likely that additional 
revisions to the ECR Plan would be made before construction as additional 
issues or permit conditions are identified.  In addition to the project-specific 
ECR Plan, various agencies (e.g., counties) may require Northwest to submit a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that includes specific and/or more 
stringent requirements that Northwest must adhere to for the portion of the 
project under their jurisdiction.  During the June 21, 2005 meeting between 
representatives of Snohomish County, Northwest, the FERC, the WDOE, and 
the WDFW, Northwest agreed to incorporate Snohomish County’s specific 
requirements into a county-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

Additional acknowledgement that state and local guidelines may be more 
stringent than the measures included in the FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures 
and/or proposed by Northwest, and that Northwest would be required to 
adhere to the most stringent of its permit conditions during construction and 
operation of the Capacity Replacement Project has been included in the EIS.  
In addition, section 2.5 has been revised to state that Northwest’s training for 
construction personnel would include instruction on the guidelines and 
standards adopted by other federal, state, and local regulatory agencies, some 
of which may be more stringent than the FERC requirements.  The revised 
section 2.5 also describes the third-party compliance monitoring program that 
would be implemented by the FERC during construction of the project.  Under 
this program, full-time third-party compliance monitors would be present on the 
construction spreads to monitor and document compliance with project 
mitigation measures and requirements.  These measures and requirements 
include those specified in federal, state, and local permits. 
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LA2-25 In a letter to Snohomish County dated June 20, 2005, Northwest committed to 

the following best management practice: 

“No mud or dirt that has been tracked onto pavement during construction shall 
be left overnight.  All tracked material shall be removed by broom, mechanical 
sweeper, or shovel and disposed of in a controlled sediment disposal area.  
Mud and dirt shall not be washed off of pavement into drainage conveyances.  
If it becomes necessary to wash mud/dirt off of pavement, the wastewater will 
be removed by vacuum truck and disposed of in an acceptable manner.” 

It is assumed this measure would be incorporated into the county-specific 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan Northwest agreed to submit to 
Snohomish County during the June 21, 2005 meeting between representatives 
of Snohomish County, Northwest, the FERC, the WDOE, and the WDFW. 

See also the responses to comments SA1-9, LA2-23, and LA2-24. 

LA2-26 See the responses to comments LA2-23 and LA2-24. 
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LA2-27 During the June 21, 2005 meeting between representatives of Snohomish 

County, Northwest, the FERC, the WDOE, and the WDFW, Northwest agreed 
to add appropriate notes and calculations to its construction plans.   

See also the responses to comments LA2-2 and LA2-3. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-28 See the responses to comments LA2-10 and LA2-11. 
 

LA2-29 See the response to comment LA2-10. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-30 Snohomish County is included in the notification requirements outlined in 
section 3.9 of Appendix I that are cross-referenced in section 3.7.2. 
 
 
 

LA2-31 During the June 21, 2005 meeting between representatives of Snohomish 
County, Northwest, the FERC, the WDOE, and the WDFW, Northwest agreed 
to modify section 3.7.2 of Appendix I to clarify that the EI would make these 
determinations in consultation with the agencies and the third-party compliance 
monitors and the final report would be prepared in consultation with the 
agencies and the third-party compliance monitors and submitted to the 
agencies outlined in section 3.9 of Appendix I. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA2-32 See the responses to comments LA2-7, LA2-9, LA2-10, and LA2-11.  
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LA3-1 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to indicate the City of Arlington’s interest in 

assisting with the identification of prioritized habitat projects to utilize the LWD that 
becomes available as a result of the Capacity Replacement Project. 

LA3-2  As discussed in sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.6.2.3, the probability of an inadvertent 
release of drilling mud or fluid (also referred to as a frac-out) is greatest when the 
drill bit is working near the surface (i.e., near entry and exit points).  Northwest has 
designed the proposed HDDs so that areas of greatest risk to a potential inadvertent 
release are in upland areas, away from the water’s edge.  The HDDs proposed as 
part of the Capacity Replacement Project are long, large diameter HDDs without a 
100 percent certainty of success.  A bentonite-based drilling mud is the only 
acceptable drilling fluid that can be used to maximize the probability of success of 
the HDDs.  Given the length and configuration of the proposed HDDs, suitable 
substitutes for bentonite are not available.  Northwest’s HDD Plan (see Appendix I) 
describes how drilling operations would be conducted and monitored to minimize 
the potential for inadvertent drilling mud releases and also includes procedures for 
cleanup of drilling mud releases and for sealing the hole if a HDD cannot be 
completed. 

In addition, section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to include additional information 
regarding the potential impacts of an inadvertent release of drilling mud on sensitive 
aquatic resources.  

As discussed in sections 2.3.2 and 4.6.2.3, all impact evaluations and decisions 
associated with a frac-out would be made in consultation with the applicable 
agencies. 

LA3-3 As discussed in sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.4.2, Northwest would restore all waterbodies 
and wetlands in compliance with the FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures and any 
additional specific protective and restoration measures required by site-specific 
conditions or permitting agencies.  The land retained by Northwest for its permanent 
right-of-way would be allowed to revert to former use; however, certain activities 
such as the construction of aboveground structures, including houses, house 
additions, garages, patios, pools, or other objects not easily removable, or the 
planting and cultivating of trees or orchards, would be prohibited within the 
permanent right-of-way. 

Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to address channel migration issues.  The revised 
section 4.3.2.4 states that Northwest is working with the WDFW to identify areas 
where repairs are necessary and, where feasible, would attempt to complete the 
repairs concurrently with the work associated with the Capacity Replacement 
Project.   

LA3-4 An HDD crossing of the North and South Fork Stillaguamish Rivers would avoid 
disturbing the waterbodies and any associated contaminants at the crossing 
locations.  It is highly unlikely that significant amounts of arsenic or other 
contaminants would be mobilized by the HDD process and travel through the aquifer 
to the wells.  As a result, construction activities at the crossing locations are not 
expected to pose a threat to the City of Arlington well field.  Nevertheless, as 
requested by the City of Arlington, Northwest would notify the city before 
construction, monitor the municipal wells, and provide the city with results obtained 
from any private well testing within the Stillaguamish Basin if permission is granted 
by the landowner.  Section 4.3.1.3 has been revised to include this information.  
Northwest’s adherence to its SPCC Plan would also minimize the potential for 
contaminant releases due to spills.   
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LA3-5 Section 4.4.3 has been updated to recognize that turtles have been reported 
and could be present in Olson Lake.   
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